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EXAMINER'S ANSWER 


This is in response to the appeal brief filed 04/14/2004. 
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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

A statement identifying the related appeals and interferences, which will directly 
affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the decision in the pending appeal 
is contained in the brief. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of the claims contained in the brief is correct. 
This appeal involves claims 1, 4-7 and 13-15. 

Claims 8-12 are withdrawn from consideration as not directed to the elected. 
Claims 2 & 3 have been canceled. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 
No amendment after final has been filed. 

(5) Summary of Invention 

The summary of invention contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Issues 

The appellant's statement of the issues in the brief is correct. 

(7) Grouping of Claims 

The appellant's statement in the brief that certain claims do not stand or fall 
together is not agreed with because all claims under appeal are directed to one 
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invention viz. a molded door skin and therefore contrary to what the appellants have 
argued, they stand or fall together. 

(8) Claims Appealed 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(9) Prior Art of Record 

5644870 CHEN 07-1997 

63 1 3 1 84 SASAKI ET AL 11 -200 1 

5985429 PLUMMER ET AL 11-1999 

(10) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 
Claims 1, 4-7 and 13-15 are rejected 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable 

over Chen (U.S. 5,644,870) in view of Sasaki et al (U.S. 6,313,184) and Plummer et al 

U.S. 5,985,29). 

Gbein discloses compression molded door assembly, which is comprised of two 
door skins (abstract; col. 2, lines 45-54). A thermoplastic material can be used to make 
such skin (col. 3, lines 66-67). 

Chen does not mention polypropylene, high impact polystyrene, glass fibers and 
wood fibers. 

Sasaki discloses molded articles made from copolymers of propylene. Articles 
include a door panel and a door trim (col. 10, line 46-47). Polystyrene can be mixed 
with the copolymers of propylene (col. 6, lines 56). 
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Plummer discloses a composition comprising a polymer, a short and a long fiber 
composite (abstract). High impact polystyrene is a suitable polymer (col. 7, line 18). 
Suitable fibers include glass fibers and wood fibers (col. 8, lines 61-64). Amount of 


Therefore if would have been obvious to use polypropylene and/or high impact 
polystyrene as the polymer to make the door of Chen since both these polymers are 
shown to be equally suitable for that purpose. It would also have been obvious to use 
the wood fibers for reinforcement in the door of Chen since wood fibers are proved (by 
Plummer) to be equivalent to glass fibers for reinforcement and also they are cheaper 
than glass fibers. 
(1 1) Response to Argument 

It is noted that the newly amended claim 1 is still directed to a molded door skin. 
Wotfds "for a hollow core door assembly" suggest only an intended use. 

Appellants', comments about Sasaki that "Sasaki discloses molded articles used 
as automotive interior materials integrated with a skin material... "are true but not 
persuasive since Sasaki is a secondary reference and does not have to be directed to a 
door skin. Beside, the molded article of Sasaki is useful as a product for ship or 
airplane and a building material (col. 10, line 49-52). This teachings of Sasaki obviously 
leads one to its use to make a skin for a door. 

Appellant's comments about Plummer are also not persuasive for same reasons 
as above. Specifically, teaching of Plummer in col. 2 t lines 48-52 offers enough 



fibers used is ftfom 25 to 50% by wt (col. 9, lines 14-19). 


Application/Control Number: 09/756,477 Page 6 

Art Unit: 1711 

suggestions to one to use the composite to prepare door structural members, one such 
member being a skin for a door. 

Appellants" comments on page 8 that "neither Sasaki or Plummer et al are 
directed to door skins for use with hollow core door assembly" are taken into 
consideration. Though not directed to the same invention as that of Chen, Sasaki and 
Plummer offer useful suggestion/s to solve the particular problems faced by Chen. 
There is an expectation certain success by combining Sasaki and Plummer with Chen. 
It is the examiner's position that door skin is an obvious variant of the panel taught by 
Sasaki. Furthermore appellants' argument on page 9 that "one skilled in the art would 
not have looked to molding processes used for molding relatively thick and/or small 
articles such as disclosed by Sasaki or Plummer et al " is not persuasive. It is the 
examiner position here, that after all, the teaching of Sasaki and Plummer is toward- 
molding process. It is immaterial whether that process is used for thick/thin, large/small 
articles. 

Appellants' argument that none of the references in combination disclose or 
suggest claimed invention is not persuasive. 

It is noted that prior art does not specifically and exactly teach the claimed 
amounts of claimed ingredients of the composition. It is well known in the art and also 
obvious to vary amount disclosed in the prior art to obtain end product/s with specific 
desired characteristics. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 
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Respectfully submitted, 


July 19, 2004 

Appeal Conferees ^ \f\ 
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